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[Dear M).-. Rader; 

This latter is in response to your letter of January 25, 1991, on the subject 
Section 303 Infornation Request (308). Our January 16, 1991, letter extended 
to January 30, 1991, the date the inforiDation requested in the subject 308 was 
due. Vie are aware that you asked for relief frcm the requirements of the 308 
or to laeet with us to redefine our information needs in the Jeffrey G. Miller 
Decembcsr 3L, 1990, proposed to eliminate discharging amnonia frcm its magnetic 
oxide prooass production. Rirther, in the January 4, 1991, Lisa A. Chertp 
acc^tiince letter to your proposal, she indicated that she would disniss this 
matter witti Region V techniceil stciff. 

We have re/ie^ed your request for relief frcm the information needs in the 
subject: 303. Given that you are eliminating amnonia and/or converting to i:he 
Goethi1:e process, we still require answers to the six (6) questions regarding 
the pr(>treatiiient fetcility and to seme of the process information questions in 
our Ce(3ei±>3r 10, 1990, letter so we can attain a better understanding of alLl 
renainjLng processes and production amounts at the Harcros Pigment plant in 
East St. Lsuis, Illinois. "Hie revised list of questions is enclosed. Ple<3se 
provide your re^xxise by ̂ iril 16, 1991. If you have aLLready prepared any 
irfonoiition, please submit a partial re^xxise to us as soon as possible. 

Sincenaly yours, 

Mi.ch2.e;L J. Mikulka, Chief 
CccpQ.iance Section 

Enclcisijre 

cc: Kanneth Rogers, Chief, Ccnplianoe Assurance Section, lEPA / 
Jeffrey G. Miller, PerfcLn OOIE 
Lisa Chervp, OQJ 
B±turd Struzeski, SAIC 



Enclosure 

The following information on the pretreatment facility at the Harcros Pigment 
plartt in East St. Louis has not been provided and is still needed to evaluate 
the inpact of the substitute process on the wastewater treatment facility. 

(1) Describe the existing facility by process and capacity and identify on 
layout (i.e., drawing a mark-H:ip of the layout in the Sverdrup Rî x)rt or 
its equivalent). 

(2) Identify vAiat equipment a x i ^ a r processes are dedicated to treatment. 

(3) Identify the nature of the wastes and identify vAiat additioncil treatment 
processes, capacities and associated capital and 0 & M costs will be 
added during the transition to the Goethite process for producing iron 
oxides. Characterize the pretreatment plant effluent. 

(4) Describe and iientify on a layout the final treatment configuration 
after ccnplete .xmversion to the Goethite process. Include a 
description of the nature of the wastes and any additional capital and 0 
& M cost and capacities for eill new treatment processes. Characterize 
the effluent by listing the Concentration of all chemicals in the 
efflvient and estimate the production cf each chemical. 

(5) Provide maithly average wei^ts for the past five years and prc-'ected 
future sludge quantities generated ov^r the next five years, and provide 
oorresponding sludge disposeil method, and their associated costs. 

(6) Equate ixan. oxide prtaduction units with txeatment capacity required and 
amounts of sludge generated, i.e.: lbs. of iron oxide produced 
generates lbs. of sludge. Includes assun^rtions and typical 
calculations. 

The following information is still needed on the original list of questions. 

EPA #1. Ccpplete and Detailed Process/Waste Flow Diagrams for Eicdit Different 
Process Sectors. 

Express amnonia iiputs in consistent terms (NHj^, or other) and identify. 

EPA in the 308 request indicated that process flew diagrams shall reflect or 
be provided for future manufacturing after implementation of Harcros' ammonia 
reduction programs. Supporting diagrams need to be provided for Yellow Iron 
Oxide and Sulfate Magnetics in the future, as also for other main production 
sectors inpacted by the ammonia reduction program(s). 

Diagram 5. Substitution of Sodium Carbonate For Ammonia In Diagram 3. 

Please provide lb/year figures for all inputs and outputs vAiere these 
presently are not shown; this data is inportant for the material 
bcdanoes. 

EPA # 5. Yellow Iron Precursor Shipped To Easton. Pennsylvania Plant. 

Please confirm that -o other Harcros of Pfizer facility inclxiding the 
California plant shin. 3 material to *-Jie Easton plant. 



EEA * 6. ppoiecfcad M T ' ^ I Y P rMBr tJ^ i famgrt 1?**f? t 9 PT'lrtffr 1Q°?i 

Haixros provided production information cn September 28 and October 12. 

Whĵ  doesi the Octoiaer 12 response on 1990 production for totea yellow pigmait 
shcM 12.463 million lbs . vs . 17.79 million lbs in the September 28 response 
(i..e. 1.047 million lb + 1.780 minion lb + 2.787 million lb + 12.194 million 
lb] ? Please explain. 

IhEi 1990 production figures for Magnetics in the October 12 sutmittzd. shows 
11. 68 million lbs vs. 15.29 million lbs in the September 28 submitted.. Please 
esqilain differences. 

Future piroduction figures are required for a l l process sectors rather than for 
se].ectecl sectors. 

TTPA § a, ftiTCTii^ Tĵ age FoT Eacfa Major Process Sector. August 19?n i-n nooenber 
T '̂*'*! Mr̂  ftn^iTTtg P'^TT^r't?]? T^ Planned RECvcle Programs. 

The tabJ.e provided by I£uxros on October 12! shows ocnplete phase out of 
amaania usage for Yellow Pigment sector stsirting in 1991; I s t h i s true? 
Information in the various 308 responses is: confusing because the September 28 
sulxnittcLl gives numericed data in one case for the "Toteil Yellow Oxide" sector 
vs., "Total Yellow Pigment" in another case, and the October 12 submittal 
eniiiasizies "Yellow Pigment" and Total Yellcv Pigment. To eliminate confusion, 
ootisistEincy must be maintained. EPA suggessts that the yellow oodxie 
defx:riptlon be retedned throu^icut, and t t t i various subprocesses under to ta l 
yelLlcw cocide by fully defined and describeci in each table . What i s the future 
picture for sulfate magnetics? 

Whjr i s 32,896 lb/year amnnnia N usage projcicted for FeSÔ  liquor 
(pireparsition?) for 1991-1993 vs. much Icwei: amounts in 1986-1988, and zero 
ustjge for 1989-1990? 

v?hat do the negative amnonia consunption f digures in the table mean? 

Please eacplain vAiy the diagrams submitted cn September 28 show such h i ^ e r 
annonia usage figures than the various informatiion given in the October 12 
SUtXOittcLl. 

It is okserved that Magnetic Inks will in the future represent a very large 
peircent of remaining amnonia over and above Gamna and CIM Magnetics, i.e. 
378,222 lb/year for magnetic inks. It is inperative that process information 
be provided and EPA understand where magnetic inks fit into the overall ESL 
processes. 

Information has not h e a n provided as requested by EEA # 8 on amounts of 
amncnia recoverable by planned recycle ptocjranis or any recycle programs. 

TTTÔ  f 11 - TVai-aj,iM Sewer Map?, ^".II^ITTT "f^*Tnection3. Monitorina Stations. 
et.al. 

Haixros on September 11 apparently made a qualifying statement on infornation 
to ke included in the sewer maps. The dat<i originedly requested by EPA under 
EPA # 11 is relevant in order to have accounting of all flews leaving each 
prrxess, flews going to the pretreatment p:Lant (or not going to the FT plant), 
and eill contributing flows to each of the liiree main plant sewers. 
ALL proc3esses and treatment methryte whether referring to amnonia or not, are 
to ke fiOly described in the sewer maps. A map was provided September 28, 
19!3C, but it did not identify all processess and treatment methods. 



Fpft #12, ftmnnnia and Iron Samalinrr Data DHvelaped Bv 

In response to Harcros' interpretation of September 11, EEA has an inportant 
need to receive all iron sampling data in Harcros' possession vAiether 
collected by Harcros, Pfizer, Sauget or anyone else. Please verify vdiether 
Harcros has any amxsiia or other nitrogen sampling data vAiether developed by 
Harcros/Pfizer or anyone else exclviding Sauget. 

EPA #13. Waste HarHiiTiq And Treatment Pinpcesses at Easton. Pemsylv^ .a Plant 
Applicable To ESL. 

Response was made by Harcros to EPA # 13 in their submittals of S^Ttember 11 
and October 26; this issue was further di.saissfri between Ms. Cherup, Esq. of 
DOJ and Jeffrey Miller, Esq. representing Harcros in letters of October 30 and 
November 6. 

EPA continues to request all informatiion specified in the original 308 
request. Ihe submittal of October 26 only provided a partial respor.T,e to EPA 
# 13. Ihe EPA request includes information on all process or waste c-ntrol, 
recovery, and treatment measures at Fasten, Pennsylvania, that coula m any 
way apply or impact the ESL plant. 

Ms. Cherup's letter of October 30 to Mr. Miller stated that... "Further, 
during Mr. Wilkinsoi's deposition in the Easton case, the U.S. introduced as 
an erfiibit a CWA Section 308 request frcm EPA, Region III dated March 11, 1988 
(Ejdiibit 24, attached). Item 3 of that request asked for: 

a) a description of the pretreatment tschnology (prescntnably at the 
Easton, Pennsylvania plant) required to achieve 90% removal of 
total iron and NHj-N; 

b) cost estimate for sucii equipment includL-g capitcLL cost and annual 
operation and meiintenanoe cost in 1988 dollars; and 

c) most expeditious schedule for installing such equipment." 

Mr. Miller responded on November 6 that he had... "advised Mr. Rader to 
determine vdiether Harcros is in possession of any other consultant reports 
developed for Pfizer Pigr-nt to re^xar to the earlier Section 308 request to 
Pfizer and to seek frcm izer copies of any such reports not in Harcros' 
possession and to suppleujnt this submission with any other such documents 
v4iich are relevant to EPA's current Section 308 request for Harcros." 

Althou^ the above statements meiinly refer to EPA # 15 and # 23, they also 
refer t:o EPA # 13. If Harcros has not already provided the above information 
relative to EPA #13, such information reports are requested again. 

EPA #14. Relation of Capacity Production to Average And Normal Pmdiiction. 

It s agreed that capacity production has been defined by Harcros. However, 
ca.;: icity production must be intrinsically related (and appropriately defined) 
to past actual production figures given by Harcros in their 308 response and 
to the various production numbers in the diagrams presented by Harcros in the 
September 28 submitted. 

EPA # 24. location of Other Harcros/Pfizer Plants PrcrifiiiTTg Magnetic Iron 
Oxide. 

Please clarify if there is a Califorinia facility producing magnetics. 


